
David Mabe, Administrator 
State Water Quality Programs 
Idaho Divisiun of Bnvhmmntd Qurtlitr 
1410 N. €€ilton 
Boise, Idatro 83706-1255 

Re: Middle F&k Payem River Subbasin Assessment and TMDL (HUC: 17050121) 

Dear W. M&: 

The U.S. Enviromntd Protection Agency @PA) is pleased to approve the Middle Fork 
Payette River "MIX submitted to us on December 3 1,1998, as revised on December 23, 1999, 
for the fdlowiug pammters: 

Waterbodv -s!zaEa P u m t e r  

Middle R& Payette River , Big Bulldog Creek tb Sf Payem fiver 

W e  look furward to jmpkmmtation of the TMDL, and contiming to work CoUaboratively 

sediment 
:.- 

on water quality issues in the Middle Fork Payette waterski. 

By WA's appro* this TMDL is flow hrpom&d intdthe State's Water Quality 
Mmagenmt P h  UrmdeF Section 3Q3@) of the Clean Water Act. If you have any comments or 

, questions, please feel free to call me at (296) 553-1261, or yOu may call Le@ Woodruff of my 
staff at (208) 378-5774. 8 

Shcerely, f 

Director 
O f k  of 'Water 

CC: W l  MC~F;,DEQ 
Don Bssig, IREQ 
Steve West, DEQ 
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 basin ~ ~ ~ m m t w t  ~ o ~ a l  m i m u m  h i i y  w f w  th Mise FA P ~ W  R- 

Lowman, and Deadwood Summit. The weather stations located at Garden Valley and Lowman have a 
period of record from 1948 to present. Deadwood Summit weather station has a period of record from 
1936 to present. 

As typical fix mounhhuus, continental ciimates, the Middle Fork P a y e  has warm m m e r  days and cool 
nights. Summer thunders~rms are ofken intense events accompanied by heavy rainfall, hail, and lightning. 
Night-time temperatures can be below freezing beginning in September. Wmter days and nights are cold 
With snowfall hginnhg in Iak4ctuberrmd E2tsting through March. Average monthIy maximum diiily 
tempetaaves range h 0,6'C (33 T) in January to 34'C (93 'F) in July, while average monthly 
minimums raage &om -8'C (1 8 OF) in January to 9°C (48 T) in July at efwations of 375 m m  (3200 
feet). M e a n t e m ~ ~ g e 5 " C ( 9 " F ) c ~ ~ ~ e e l w a t i o n s ~ v ~  1615meters(S300fket)and7"c 31 

(13 "F) cooler at eIevahns above 2000 meters (6562 feet). The snowfall acmmts for about 60% of the 
annual precipitation. 

Climatic conditions within the W i l e  Fork P a m  wefe estimated using linear relationships dcriyed --"+?- 

average annual dm collacted atam h e e  StatEOfis (DE@, 1996). The following 1% summarizes the 
basic climatic ch&stics qmmtat~ 've of the high (2091 meters, 6860 feet), middle (1212 meten, 
3976 feet), d low (978 meters, 3208 feet) elevation podons of t h ~  watershe& 

. 

. 

Table I: CIimate Summary of the Middle Fork Paye& River 
Average Annuai Air Avmge h m i  Average Annual 

EIwation (dfi) Temperasure 0 Precipitation ( d i n )  SmwfidI Depth ( dfi) 
Upper 289it6860 I .OB4 950137 7.m 
Middie 12 m976 6.4444 68927 2 . w  
Lower 97W2O8 7-9/46 65ui25 f -515 

2.1,13. Hydqraphy I 

The Middle Fork P a y e  River watershed has prodominantly a southeriy aspect witfi side drainages facing 
generally cast and west. The South ForkPayette River joins the Middle Fork P a m  River one mile sori& 
of Crouch, Idaho to form the Main Payette River* This s d o n  beiswen the Mdde Fork Paye& River and 
North Fork Payette is locaIly and commonly r c f d  to the South Fork of the Payetk. The Middle Fork 
Fayem River drai,ns 756 km2 (292 mi2) (USDA 1976). The river is nearly 74 km (46 mi) tong, exduding 
numerous tribuWts within tk subbin. 

n e  v d b  =tiom within the M~CW F& ~ g y t t t e  m 4 1 y  de=p, v-shaped ip the ~OU- 

type in the upper- to a "c"w in the l Q w w a t d l e $ .  m e w o n  ofthe stream is Commoniy 

upper elevation, shallow and mudmi at rniddwtdms, and becomt very wide w&h the lower valley 
near Crouch where deposition dominates the valley formation. TRe stream channel varies from Rosgen "3" 

bedrock contralkd. The "8" charineb are genedlytrrinsport reach  and m dominated by of a 
bimodal distribution. Many particlea are of h i d e r  and Imge cobble sized, the second group is primarily 
sand sized or mailer sized particles. The "C" c h m k  are generally deposition reaches and arc dominated 
by sand si& or d h r  s i d  partiCIcs. 

The annual peak flow events ofien cotrespond with periods ofmaximum snowmelt 'md rain-on-snow 
events, Peak flows that result from spring snowmeIt typically occur from April to June with €he majody 

.. 

, .  

v. i 

- .  

A, 

5 '  



of runoff coming from higher elevations in [ate May and early June. Rain-on-snow events typicafly occur 
from January thrpugh March. 

Rain-on-snow related meIt and high flows typicdly occur below eimtions of 1981 m (6500 ft). High- 
intensity summet thmckmtorms canmult in d a c e  runoff arid Wbd f l d i n g  from distwW areas in 
Smaller drainages. 

6 
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i. . 

dentifidon Numbers 

identification 
Number . 

water Body 
yetk River Water bod] 

Pacific NmthW 
R i ~ S ~  h j o r  Tributary 

ID- € 7050 12 1-04 

Middle Fork Payette 
River 703 .OO' 

ID-17050121-10 

IDr 17850 12 f -1 2 

ID-1 7QSOI 2 I- 18 

ID- 17059 12 I 42 
ID 17050 1 2 I - 1 7 

704.00 

708.00 
C .  

ID- I 7050 12 1-09 

None AdabIe silver creek, 
ID-17050121-15 

ID- 17050 12 1-1 4 PeaceCreek 

ID- 17050 12 1-1 9 

ID- 1 7050 12 1-20 

Middle Fork Scriver 
Creek 

rologic Unit Code. 
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Figure 3: Geology of Middle Fork Payette River Basin 
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A major road extends up the Middle Fork P a m  River to biting Springs, a popuiar hot springs, with 
other roads extending up 
Creek, West Fork Creek, 
are numerous undeveloped h@ sp 
u r b o m i  area within the m b - k  

P river and its tributaries. 

f 
2 
P 

21.2.2.2. AgrkultwdGdmg+ , 

c*, 5 

phons  
grazing gened1y at the mid to high ekations. Pastupe l a d s  are primarily irri@ed.by gravity flow. 
Major water diversions for irrigation occur on Anderson Creek, Lightning Creek, Easley Creek, and the 

and within the lower 
e grazing is concentrated in &e lower elevations and sheep 
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Sub-basin Assessmew and Tdd Mtmhruff Daily Loadjor the Mid& Fork Payerte River 

main stem of the Middle Fork P a y e  River. Other areas are irrigated by sprinklers or depend on 
precipitation (dry imd farming). Hay is the typical crop within this area with two cuttings per year on the 
average. No tiltage is 
Past cattle grazing far 
has been converted to p 
Fork Payette River, Ba 

2.1.2.1.3. Miming 
There are rw known precious metats mining activities in the Middl 
and present aggregate mining is limited to the lower secti 
Environmental Quality bas restaicted dlt point souice di 
opedons h the basin to eliminate sediment contributions from 

2.1.2.1.4 Urbm 
The Middle Fork 

". 

may or may not k rewmmdd furpar 

2.133. History and ECUQUB~ 

would haye been 
road conshwtion WI 

until 1950, the maim Middle 
entry into tke vdley porhl, 

F& arid Wet Foot 

population occurred within the lower V a l  

Scriver Creek drainages. Since the 1970 
in LiMe Anderson and 

In 1994 EPAplaced five tributaries and the mainstem of the Middle Fork Payette River on Idaho's §303(d) 
list as water quality limited due to excess sediment. These segments were carried fwward to jhe I986 list. 
The tided segments included: Anderson Creek, Lightning Creek; S&wr Creek, Bulldog C&k, Siher 

17 
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Sub-basin Assemtent and Total Maximum Daily Load for tk Mi&!& Fork Pqette River 

Creek, and the mainstem of the Middel Fork Payette River. All of these segments were located within the 
Boise National Furest and were determined to water quality limited based on exceedmces of the bise  
N&MI Forest Plan standards a$ guidelines (USUA, 1990) and best professional judgement. Guidance 
far listing water bodies as water Wity limited provided by Regian 10 of the EPA states that any 
determination of water quality limited status based on this type of exceedences and professional judgement 
can be re-examined (EPA, 1995). 

The listed water quality limited seSr;nentS within the Middle Fork P a m  sub&En 
according to c w m t  Idaho water quality standads and the IDEQ Water Body Assessment Guidance 
(IDEIW, I ases) as specifid under ID&# 16.0 I -02-053 during the preparation of this T'MDL. The lDEQ 
WaterBudyAsmsrnentGuidame the use of the most compkte data avidable to make bendcial 
l I r n s u p p Q r t ~ d ~ i n a t i o n S .  

c & e t h a t t l l e l o w e r ~ s -  
a hi@ sediment load and 

bmef7cial usesn (IDAFA 
i d d  to be WaterqUaIity limited 

scgnlm of, the Mddle 
currently lr5 full supp3rc 

atthetimaofWimpmt 
- - W o n  

23.1. Fdmd Rqui  

idqlti@ and prioritize water 

waters, inciudhq priority ranking 

on the §303(d) list. A W L  documents the current load, the load capacity (Le., the amount of a pollutant 
state's water q d i t y  standards), and allocates the load 

?& 

TMDLs are defined in 40 CFR Part 130 as the sum of the individual Waste Load Allocations (WLA) for 
Point S O q A p d  
background conditions. ReguMions implementing 53031d) are found et 40 CFR Parr 130. Total 
maximum daily loads are defined under 8 130.2 as: 

I d o m  (LA) for nonpoint sources, ipcluding a mr@n of safety and natura# 

18 
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2.2.4. A p p h b l e  Water Qna€ify Standards 
Idaha has developed water quality standards to protect its waters. Idaho's water quality sbdards include; 

20 



Sub-basin Assmsment and Total Maximum DaiIy Lcrad for the Mi&%? Fork Payette River 

Water Act. 

Water supply wakm are rbose which 

fOIl0WS: 

Wildlife Habitats waters are those which are suitable or intended to be made suitable for wildaife bbiats, 
Aesthetics are applied to all waters. 

A: - 
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Sub-barin Asessment and Toral Mkimm Daily Load far the MWe Fork Payette River 

supply, agricultural water supply, and as a special resourc 
Tri#utaries to the Middle Fork Payme fiver without spm 

1986; Megahan 19%; Urn& 19765 

large amount of avaiIabIe material 
sedimerrtload. Oncearoadhag 

overall decrease in the IFRAW particle size or a widening and sbrtio&ng of 

Field obkr&tions by IDEQ persome1 have noted active streambank erosion in few isolated places 
within Reach 5 of the MiddIe Fork Payette River. The loc@ias and mwnt of-smxrrtbank m i o n  
suggest that this erosion is a result of  a high sediment Isad from the contribua am IO Reach 5 and 

~etryuccursdere  
to the change in the d i m  capcity of a reach. 
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Sub-basin h e w n e n t  and Toid Maximum Llaily Load for the Midie Fork P a y e m  River 

activities; 2) gazing; 2) dry l a d  and irrigated agri-, 3) w b y ~ d t u  
recreoltion. A d d i t i d  processes that increase instream sedimaht ehcWf 
grazing; 3) stream-side irrigation; and 4) instream construction. It is difficult to estimeta the impac$s of 
past intense grazing bo the riparian area or c b l  morphology. Tbe bwer Middle Fork Pam River 
channel is slightly entrenched and the wtex seidom mxsses the flood plain. ?Re curnuMve effects of 
forest practice's changes in hydrography, accelerated sediment rates, zand grazing's bank de-stabilization 
have modified the nature of the cturnaei. 

2.3.1.3.2. Fire 
Forest fm, mtural and human caused, a h  i n c m  erosion ntes. Both surface erosion and mass w h n g  
are increased after high intensity wild fires. Many of the existing sediment sources in the watershed result 
from fire. For example, high mass wasting frequencies are attributed to high intensity forest fires ignited 
during 1986. Fire occurrence over the past 50 years is shown in Figure 8 (USDA, 1997). 
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Sub-basin Assessmenl and Totai Admimum Dully LQad for the Mi&k F w k  Payette River 

2.3.1.3.3. Roads 
Surface emion from road, cut slopes, fiMopes, tread surface, cross-drains, stream crossings are known 
sources of d i m e n t  A&lecated surfslce erosioknd mass faiiure a h  directly related tp bad construction 
and maintenance. In addition, slope instability caused by mad construction and drain& problems often 
triggers mass failure (Megahim et &, 1978). In the Middle Fork Payette, the first roads wm built in the 
early 1900s and continue to be the greatest source of anthropogenic sediment. Roads can have a variety of 

2.3.1.3.4. Timber fhwest 

of iafidslides (Ham, 1986; 
u b b s i n  is conducted very 

e occur widh  &e h e r  portions ofthe Middb 

of these agriculture m o n s  involve irrigah 
portion pf the basin and do not q u i r e  tillage as 
amount of sediment 

fields arc fa@ within the fIamt 

production €ur l i m e  a83 is 
~ ~ ~ v ~ i o n  and subsequent 

kwithinmdaroundthe 
h p e n n & b h ,  

ly c o n m i  sediment 

The ef€luent from properly functioning septic 
pesticides used in Iandsap&g are unlikely to 

if the proper use of herbicides, fertilizers, and 
a.€€e&ng the beneficial uses, although . 

Bsnk protection in order to protect adjacent property has negatively affected the beneficial use support of 
the Middle Fork Payem River. One of the actions a meam like the Middte Fork P a y e  River naturally 
performs, is meandering. As a stream meanders, fine sediment is deposited on point bars, and erosion 
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R7 303.7 533.2 57 65 
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Sub-barin Assessmemi and Total Muximum Daily Load fbr the Middle Fork Payeite River 
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A supplementai component of BoiSed lo& at he increw in m 
(Reinig et il,-t99?). This mass erosion is designed to p+ 
stemming from new road constntction, Within the model's 
the mass erosion acceleration factor generalIy decreases. T h h p p G c h  has inherent 1 
evaiuating the efFects of episodic rain-un-snow events'on mariagetneht i n d u d  hdsli 

est planning efforts within the tightn 
waiting ptential does not mesari 

Another planing tool, d i e d  M o d ,  has been developed by Boise Cas 
in- to diment  proddon in forested basins. This modef relies 011 the Washington State 

reductions (see section 4). 
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Sub-busin Assasmmt a d  Total Maximum W y  W@ the M a e  Fork Pqetie River 

n. 
r 

L 

Current Load 

4 - 4  
m 

* .  
@ 

.a 

A. -* 
P +  

. .  
Y 

. .I & 

, .  
e" 

% e 

Table 15: Piompoint Source Activity, Acres, and -on of I 
A >  

h 

4 

9 
i 4  

Note that the roads listed in this table are owned by a variety of agencies q d  are used for timber harvest, 
recreation, residence access, and agriculture and pasture access. AIso note that the alhcatiws specified for 
Reaches 6 and 7 include the entire contributing areas for each ofthese reaches, of which the Pyte 5 t h  

watershed composes a small portion. Refinement of these dlmtions will be required during the 
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slide inventory data set on cumnt MCI historical land slide events within the region (Glass, 1%). This 
effort is k ing  conducted in coopmtion with the USDA Forest Service, IDEQ, md o h m .  Because the 
sediment ductiun twgets estabii~kd by rhi m L  include B mass wasting comfwnen~ it is iqwmnt for 
this e fbt  to continue in B q e r r t t i v e  manner with d1 dktd responsible h d  mauagement agenciw so 
that they may jwdify and &M their managanent actions Tnitbi the 1vliddte Fork Paptte subbasin. 

4.2.2. Boise Cascade SdRW Model Xmpmwmeats 
Impmvemma are in dK process $f being made to b i s e  Camde+s SedMd sediment prodiction modet 
These imprwqnents include I d v  control 
Payctte River sub-basin m addition to mdifications to the Sdvfod madel b i f  (G& 1998). 

4.2.3, Idaho Department of Land's Cnmnhtive Watershed Effects Procedure 
A Cumulative Watershed Effects (CW) inventory is expected to be completed by the Idaho k p r h c n t  
of L a d s  during the summer of 1999. Field data coIleCtion and reconnaissance was finished during the fdl 
of 1998, review and data reduction is planning to be cumpieted during the winter of 1999, with the final 
report to be available m m e r  of 1999. 

I 

foa slmam iahhxiun iacatbs d&h &e Middle Fork 

4.2.4. Middle Fork Paptte River Sediment Trend Monitoring 
The purpose ofthe Middk Fork Payette River sgdiment Trend Mcmhrhg is to coIlect hfbmation on the 
surface water sediment conditions within $le Miqb Fork Sub-him to: 1) isolate the form of sediment 
impairing beneficial uses (Le., turbidity vs bedload impacts); 2) chmactma ' &sting sediment load mds; 
and 3) validate predictive sediment equations. This is I mpemive monitoring kffmt funded by the EPA 
and involving personnel frsm the EPA, DEQ, and the USDA Forest Service. So far the data coilected 
has provided: 1) stage:discharge rellrtionship attwr, rites dong the Middle Fork P a y e  River, 2) a 
g e n d  partitionins suspdad and W M  within the lower madw of tbe Middle Fork Payette 
Rivw, 3) the average particle size for aqhird i d i d  at two sites rtlong the Middle Fork P a m  River; 4) 
ageneraI comparison between the kdloadgrain size q t u d  and the subidmtegmh size atttwo sitm 
dmg the Middle Fork Pam River, 5 )  estimated bedcad w dischge curves f i t w o  sites b a d  on 11 
bedload h p l e s ;  and 6) estimated bedload VI &charge czuyezs for 9 tributaries to the Middie Fork Psyette 
River b e d  on one bankfull discharge bedhad 4easurement (Fitzgerald et al, 1998b). 

4 3  Revisions to TMDL Objectives During TMDL Implementation Phase 
As the drafi IDEQ guidance for TMDL devtlopmcnt states: "aphad  approach is o&n appropriate 
when nonpoint sources are a Large part ofthe pollutant lo& hfoorrraniioll b limited or m i v e  criteriu 
me being intwpreted"-(IDEQb, 199s). Each of these considerations appIy to the MiddIe Fork Payette 
TMDL. Under these circumstances there is a great deal of uncertainty in the loading analysis, load 
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Sub-bin  Assessment md Tatd hbimacrn hi& Load for the Middle Fork Payette Rivet 

Ad~iso~y Group (WAG) for the Middle Fork Paye#e S u b - b i n  was 
gh the public comments received. A WAG formath is ex@ to m u r  

ette Executive Committee and Taek Farce 
subbasin aswssment was orighdly a pilot efirt by the IDEQ to . 

pleple a subbasin assesment. An 
orce was fwned to @de guidance on 

met peri&~y -out tbe 

ts for TMDL public invotvement and review, the IDEQ completed the 

0 A 45 day comrncnt &rid was held between September 3 and November 18,1998. 
Copiwi of the Draft S u b b i n  Assessment and TMDL were presented to the S W A G  and 
coopt ing  agencies and stakeholders for review at their October 1 st, 1998 rnedng. 
Notices were published two times (Wednesday and Sunday) in the Idaho Statesman and the Idaho 
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Sub-basin Asmsmni and Toial Marimurn h i l y  Load fur the Middle Fork Pqetfe  River 

the P w  buil VWt populations. Titis scgm~m is; 4/50 critical to bull imut as wemintFring habitat for adult and sub-adult fIvvW flargc 
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Sub-basin Assarsmenl and Total Mmimutn Dairy Load for the Middle Fork Pqvette River 
... 

$303(d) listed: y e  
cause: d i m c a t  ' 

I W ' s  Beneficial UM: 
IDAPA 16.01.02.100 

BURP momitoriug found tk skem bed to be predominwtly cobble followed by small boulders and sand. 

This scgmcn;%fk Middle Fork P a y e  River is currently approprhtc for and u t i l i d  by three spocics of native salmonid fishes, Whitefish (f. 
wi l l iumm& redbrrnd trout (&m&mh +), and bull tlout (Sahlinw cm$wntu). Redband trout use this smm and may be more 
abmdmf year 4, if habiut complexity inctwscd It is essential that Bull W t  be able to bmtr utilize this segment for migration to thc 
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Sub-basin Assessmenr and Tor01 Maximum Doily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River 

SlTE A B C D 
94wscRo? na I 1 16 0 
WWSCRI? M 5 0 8 4 
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h k f u l l  starm event 6ir March 25,1!?98. These flows were plotted against the drainage area for the reach 
for the fotlowing &lationship: *I ~ 
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A v a e  Daily Flaw (as) 
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Figure I : Annual Hydrograph of the Middle Fork Payette River 
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Table 2: Reach Characteristics 

4.2. Rqch Sediment Tmnsport Capacity 
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Two-Yr Two-Yr Pemnt W u m  Medium 
Flow (cfs) FIow (ch) Difference Particla Size (mm) Particle Size [mm) 

Reach (Provided)* (predicted)** inFlowSPr6) (W) 1 p m l  
RI 13.2 11S -13 68 77 ?S 
R2 16.2 12.2 -25 
R3 36.7 3P.5 -17 

68 
97 

54 52 
93 90 

P.. 

. p. 
,,i 

R4 42.9 47.9 12 119 116 I13 
R 5 s  sa3 U 38 41 40 - -9. 

2 4 ,  . R6 792 93.9 19 s I8 17' 

*Based w1 F b g d d ,  1998b 
**Based on the Manning's Equation for the Qz channel cross-section (Richads, 1982; IDEQa, 1998). 

I f i .  R7 894 7?u -12 5 16 15 & s a  J La 

x i  

, ?  

'A** 
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Groundhog- The geuinorphic risk tusimcnt also identifies those watersheds with a high risk for intemul 
sediment problems due to apthropogenic sources. These waywshads inctude: Andcrsoa; Scriver, 
Lightning; Sixmik; West F& Wet Foot; and Silver. 

A coopefatlve sediment trend monitoring study with the EPA, DEQ, and the 
cmntIy beiG conducted Within the Middle Fork Payerte River s u b k i n .  The at 

_. 
*I* 

DA Forest Sewice is 
- 

Bi 1 
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Sub-busin Assessment and Total Maimurn &lady Loud for tk MWk Fork Payeite River 

helpful in quantifying meamfl ow and captured bedload partick si 

the mouth. Note that these data show an estimated increase in 
of flow within the alluvial @on of the s y M i  in 
river system. DM to the preliminky nature of these 
sediment load as estimated by SedMod. 

Table 10: currertt Curnuhive Sediment 

R2 39 
€33 62 
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failure risk from proposed and existing impacts 
Changes have been made in the fina? TMDL dwument io addiess this cornmen& 
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future condition. 
In order to address concerns that the final T1WDL submitted to the €PA by the IDEQ provides idequate 
b e n c h m ~  for mga attainmerq an additiml wtion is iciuded which ourhes an implementation plan 
devetupmmt -. This s d m  includes how Watershed Advisory Gmup members, dong with 
designated respwibfe m-tlt agencim, are to ensun target attainment (i.e., beMcia1 use support). 
These may inchde, but might not be limited to, identifiable endpoints and the desired future condition for 
theimp%idrwachwithinthE*biR. 

3. Amend TMDL to specify CWE as the tool to identify f o d  hiscape problems. The 
CWE process &odd aJS0 be used to design management practices to correct prubIems and 
improve water quality. 

Changes have k e n  made in the final TMDL document to d r e s s  this comment. 
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This section includes how Wzttershed Advisory Group members, along with design&& responsible 
management agencies. are to m u r e  bwget attainment (Le.. h&id use support). T a r e  mitinmeat may 
incIudc specific feedback loops andlor river morphol~gy goals to show instran pro- towards beneficial 
use support 
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Stlb-basin Assessment a d  Total Maimurn Daily Load fm the M a l e  Fork Pqette River 

Changes have been made i 

11. Thegeo~ogymp 
Chaiges have been made i 

12. The TMDL document needs it su 
smam names. 

Chariges have been made in the final TMDL dacummt to ad 

Changes have been m 

14. Additionat info 

Changeshavebeenmade 

15. Theeffectof 

provided. 
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occurs between reaches; 



We Iuok forward to discussing this with you in 'rhe Q= future. If this Saise~ more questions, or if 
here is additional detail you need, please contact me fl78-5774) or Fun F i a g d d ,  (378-5753). 

.. 

. .  . .  
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. . . .  . . ,  . .  

. .  TMDL Coordinator . : 
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r t ' d e l  was used to show 'the rew 

judgement at this time, and, W y ,  the statement ma'de bn page 46 (and 44) thas the 
beneficial use support will improve under these initial sediment TMDL targets is based on 
preliminary estimates that the current sediment load will be reduced by half. 





Technical Documentation Issues: 
Issue I: EBA personnd'found the andysis dialcult to track Incorrect spreadsheets were 
su bmittcd in Appendix B of the TMDL dwument 

, tbe sfleadsheets of 
document imci are avail 
miit&kdizrmi$-labe 



Issue 4: EPA identified four criticai technical errors in the overall analysis: 1) incorrect 

< *  
Fork Fayette. 



Comparison bqtween T*r 

Suggested % ~ b o v  
: I  

Reach Background 
1 50 . 
2 44 
3 46 
4 50 

Background Rate of Target Rate'of 

28 30 
I33 1 26 

5 56 19 
6 26 89 
7 48 43 65 65 
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Table 3.--l#dload p a r t i c k s i t e  dirtributrons--Conttnurd 
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89 71 87 96 100 

52 62 72 78 100 
7 26 4% 63 70 83 100 
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0 '  9 27 b5 73 62 100 
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0 ' 1 0  25 55 85 100 
0 x1 39 72 89 100 

Sa.' StEfem Creek neat Jeffttscln. Colo. 

4 19 41 63 81 93 100 
0 I3 33 50 467 a3 100 
0 9 27 45 64 82 1W 
0 18 45 64 82 100 
0 15 38 54 77 92 lop 

0 20 Ll 60 73 a7 IWI 
0 IO 25 47 73 92 loo 
0 11 33 50 67 83 100 

55. Craig C m k  neat Bailey, Cola. 

14 1( ' 42  8s 85 99 100 
7 .  50 93 93 109 
4 ' 2 1  % 46 100 
6 41 88 88 I" 109 
5 32 82 92 IPO 

. 6  34 1 7  a i  100 
5 29 77 ? I  ~ 97 99 100 
4 as 13 73 89 93 I W  
C 36 84 E4 98 180 
8 3S 92 92 99 100 

06-00-84 0 -6  7 37 86 86 98 100 
06-06-81 0 1 14 54 93 93 100 
06-11-84 0 .  8 A 33 92 92 100 
06-19-84 0 10 LO 90 90 io0 

0 4 23 19 89 100 
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Attachment I: Detailed Reply to Comments Received from Tim Eimlin, US-EPA, Region 
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Section 4.2.3. (Idaho Dep 
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. .  

e~ be ~ i i h b l e  06,1999. . . - .  . :'.. 
.. . . .  . .. . .  

i, 

. .  . .  

document excerpt under Comment 14. 

16. TfmeThaDL 

excerpts from the find Middle Fork Payette TMDL: 
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Attachment 3: IDEQ Internal Memo 

On the other hand S was probably a s d  as “Not Aswed” accidcne. Forest Service’s 
Basdine Imcenrtory F d  uSpaWning Sums’’ in 1986. Bake National Forest’s Aquatic Survey Data Base 
shows Multipk! age classes of both Rainbow and Brook Trout. There is no feason to believe Salmonid 
spawning is anythng but “Fd Support” 

,)).e?’ - 
The d e d  assessments 
The revised assessment for salrrwnid spawning in both Aadermn Cr& and ScriVer Creek is “FdI Support”. 
DEQ bise Regional M c e  beIieves that water quality is not limiting salmon spawning in Anderson Creek 
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. a  

ahd Scriver Cre& ad has made a commitment to further investigate the stretl& ofthe populations, in the 

. I  
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Attachment 4: Responses to Additiond Questions from Jim Fitzgerdd, US-EPA 
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It should be 4. The answer femains the m e .  



Where Fbi is the fraction of the bed in the i* size class. . ,  

. .  

.., , 

. . .  . . .  
. . .  

., . . 

, .  
. . .  ... : . . . .  . .  

. . . . . .  . . . .  . . . . . .  . ,. . . . . .  
. . I  .... 

, .  

. .  J.. . . . .  , .. 
. .  

. . . . . . . .  
. . . . . .  . .  . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . . .  . . .  .... j . .  i , .  '.;,:' . . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  ,;;,:\'."::::' ' . . . . . . .  j . . "  . .  

. . .  
. . .  

" . . . .  . ,. . . . .  . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  . . . . .  . . .  . .  . .  



- .  

.-4 
-.. 

... 

.., ,. 

2 j 



ODtion 3. 

This opt~$.consists of using nat~rd ba~kgomd sedbm Ioadinlg as 8. target for the TMDL. 
Tbk option is predicated on the presumption that keneficid uses wodd 
natural back-muid sediment badins rates. EPA recoznim that there are o h r  factors 
contributing to benehckd use irnpaiment (e.g., elemtad water temperature). The expectation is 

fully suupp~rfhd at 
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Attachment B 

Lower Boise River TMDL Sediment Issues Sumarv 
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3crs3 ?.=sI-fiAL Z'FTZZ 

U. S. Environmental Protection Age 

1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98101 

r - - - -  'bSSOf & q U  r; 
deep pools. Thereor&, with this Wer, estab1 i;evi~ed TMDL target 
framework for the Middle fork Payette River, and sets a interim surrogate Brget uf an 
increase in pool frequency within these lower reaches to an aveege af 2 h s ,  w~ a 
resid-epth 2 4.3 meters deep per km, an 
in any 3 krn stretch. 



Tim Hahiin, re: PVlF Payette 
December 23. I989 
Page 2 

i h e  vaiue focthis~arget,.is chose6 b 
upstream reaches of the MF Payette itsel 
uncharacteristic of the potential further do 

_.. " 

I. 

- 

upon the'extent of the changes and darity of 
y changes in its files. 

tarnet for the Middle Fork 

-tion M u s e  it is 

should be expected of is needed at this time to bridge the gap betwen sediment 
reduction and rewveiy of beneficial uses in the MF Payeate. We maintain Wt this 
sumgate is site-spe&c, thus mt appkable elsewhere without ana!y$s of conditbns in 
that other locale. Wg betieve it is a measumbk goal that provides a mote practical 
gage of the trajectoty of 'kater quality restoration En the MF Payqtte than m&&ing or 
rne&%krnent of sediment loads alone. However, 3 not a s 
reductions laEd out in the TMBt and is not, by %self, a "measu 
individual activities are in compliance or allowable under the TMDL. Prescribed 
reductions in hillsfop sediment loads .are ?o seme that purpose. 



Tim Hamtin, re: MF Paye& 
Oecernber 23, 1999 

In addition to thie a 

The 1998 TMDL 

nspoft curves to set measu 

' curves to est;rMi 
condWuns i r ~  the*- rbches of the Middle Fwk Payette Rhr; The e*nt of this 

staff time. Upon cQrnpIetjon of the sftidif 
termini whether or not the>.cumnt hilbh 

to use #e resuits of the s ~ y " t o % w d ~  
ent does not mean DEQ endorses sedi 

ewes as t k  only means to set meaningful goals for sediment bad reduUion< 
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Tim Harnlin, re: MF Payette 
December 23, 1999 

s in 

This to what DEQ intends-to plan and 
e'B U RP 

monitoring on a regular five cyde in accordafrce with current DEQ prdgrarn goals. This 
will include the MF Payette River. Furthermore, in setting a surrogate as a measurable 
goal UEQ wi! monitor that surrogate in the MF Payette River as well. Ho@evar, further 

rtently requijeb in a TM 

ks here will be addressed i 

current TMOt on this matter. 

months of W EPA approval. That guidance provides considerable &tail as to the 
content of an implementation pian. We also have plans to devefop a companion 

uidance document which wif! m e  specifically address TMDL 

s does EPA, that devefoprnent of most TMDLs wil/ be an 
TMOL can and shoufd be revised based upon better 

addressed in OEQ's TMDL guidance ddcumnt as welt. 
e of new and better infomation to impmve afi our TMDLs, 

made a ~XCHC. egmmhent to cfu so in the present 
vision B above. However, it must be recognized by all that our 

strained by a heavy workhad in developing round I 
TMDts f o r  the next six years, at teast. 

.. I ". . 
. n. 

_ I . .  .. 



Tim Hamiin, re: R/IF Payette 
December 23. 1999 

. .  

cc: 

.. , ... .., .., . . .  .. ,.:. - 
. .  

. ,  
I .. 

. .. 

2.4 

: - . , t  

--r 



. .  

- .  

.-, 

..Y 

. .  - 

- 

.... c1 



Page 3j;Tabk 14: 

, I.. ,. .,. . '' 

,, . ..A. ;., .: ' ' '  . .  

. .  . ... 

. .,.. 32 ,, :~,::r.*, : . A.  ::, . , : ;5., , .I:̂ : "li. 
. . .  

. .  . .  

R4 ' ' 

. .  .: , , . . .. . . ... . . . **. ,,.; . , .,. .:. 



-,. 



. .  





F 





-: p , 

t 



!- . 
= - ,  . 1 , .  I '  : : r  , 1  . , .'i ' ' ; : ' i  







I 

i 



, .. 
. . .  

:' " A R H I C V l l ~  

I 

II - 
a .  . 

' I  * 
0 





-Be H 

, -,, 



' I  ' I  

. .  

.* 
: ,i'.. 
-. '. &, . -  




